JL he interplay between culture and politics has received significant scholarly attention in the last few decades. Of particular interest has been the apparent causal link between civic culture and democracy. Gabriel A. Almond and Sidney Verba were among the first individuals to investigate this relationship, concluding that successful democracy depends on a civic culture.
citizens is closely tied to the civic culture of the regions. Where people are generally civic, governments are more efficient and effective, meeting many citizens' needs in a timely and professional manner. Where the prevailing culture is less civic, however, governments are less responsive and politics takes on patron-client characteristics. Putnam further contends that most regions in Italy have retained essentially the same civic culture for centuries and that civic culture enhances the economic development of the regions.
If correct, Putnam's findings are of substantial importance. Not only are the various civic cultures in Italy incredibly tenacious and instrumental in fostering development, they also greatly influence government performance. This last point warrants special emphasis. Most studies have explored whether democracies are more likely to emerge in a civic culture. For Putnam, democracy is a given; all of Italy's regional governments are democratic. His concern is with the caliber of democratic government. He finds that civic regions have more effective governments.
The purpose of our article is to initiate the process of applying Putnam's methods to the United States. Like the regions of Italy, all of the states are democracies; therefore, we will be investigating the extent to which the performance of these democratic governments differs across the civic cultures in the states. To begin, we need to devise an indicator of the civic culture of the states.
ELEMENTS OF A CIVIC CULTURE
Scholars have long argued about what makes a culture civic. Although this debate is far from settled, there does appear to be widespread agreement on a set of core characteristics. Putnam organizes diese into four categories: (1) civic engagement; (2) political equality; (3) solidarity, trust, and tolerance; and (4) social structures of cooperation.
Civic Engagement. In a civic culture, citizens participate in public affairs and promote the public good. To be sure, self-interest can motivate much of their behavior, but citizens are conscious of the needs of their broader community, and they often act to meet these needs. For many civic citizens, self-interest and civic virtue are deeply intertwined and difficult to separate.
Political Equality. Citizens in a civic culture view each other as political equals, with the same rights and obligations. The relations between individuals in the public realm-and most private realms-are horizontal and cooperative, not vertical and authoritative.
Solidarity, Trust, and Tolerance. Citizens feel a strong sense of fellowship in a civic culture. This manifests itself in a readiness to trust and help others, and to tolerate a wide range of ideas and life-styles.
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Social Structures of Cooperation. A civic culture is home to a dense, interlocking web of social organizations. Citizens are joiners, belonging to a rich array of groups, from professional societies to neighborhood-watch associations, and from recreation volleyball teams to church social clubs. Through these affiliations, people experience firsthand the benefits of being civic.
With this list of civic characteristics in mind, our task turns to devising measures of these properties for the American states. To guide us, we rely on the types of aggregate-level indicators that Putnam used to specify the civic cultures of Italy's regions. Ideally, we would supplement these measures with survey data on individuals' civic attitudes, but such data are scarce. The principal nationwide social science studies, such as the National Election Studies and the General Social Surveys, report their results by Census Bureau regions, not by states. Moreover, they employ cluster sampling, which means that the opinions of smaller states often come from only one or two locations. State data are available in the 1968 Comparative State Elections Project, but that study sampled opinions in only thirteen states. Finally, it might be possible to piece together some state survey data from various polls conducted by private firms, but it is highly unlikely that comparable questions have been asked across all the states. Unfortunately, then, we must rely on aggregate indicators to assess the civicness of the states.
THE CIVIC CULTURES OF THE AMERICAN STATES
This research employs three measures to gauge the first component of civic culture-civic engagement. Following Putnam's lead, we use newspaper circulation in the states as one indicator of citizen's concern for public matters. 4 People who read newspapers should be more interested in their communities and should be better equipped to participate constructively in community affairs. As a second measure of civic engagement, we use the number of books per capita in the public libraries in each state.
5 It seems to us that libraries, in their function as education and civic centers, are exactly the type of institutions that should be supported by citizens who are serious 'Measured as the state newspaper circulation per capita, from the U.S. Government Printing Office, about civic engagement. Our third measure is the number of community improvement and philanthropic groups per capita in each state. 6 We reason that citizens involved in groups like these are probably committed to promoting the public good.
7
Four measures are used to assess the extent to which individuals in the states conceive of each other as equals. The first two have to do with gender in the work place. For each state, we secured the percentage of public school teachers who are men and the percentage of state legislators who are women.
8 Societies that are committed to equality should be more willing to accept men in occupations traditionally held by women, such as public school teachers, and should be more willing to accept women in occupations traditionally held by men, such as state legislators. The next measure of political equality is the number of civil rights groups per capita among the nonwhite population.
9 Citizens devoted to equality should be more likely to encourage the formation of groups committed to civil rights, and they should be more likely to participate in these groups. A gauge of income distribution is our last measure of equality.
10 It seems to us that citizens in a society dedicated to equal rights would endeavor to reduce disparities in personal incomes.
The third component of a civic culture-solidarity, trust, and tolerance-is assessed with three indicators. The first is the crime rate in each state; 11 clearly, there should be less crime in societies where citizens respect one another. The second measure is the number of lawyers per capita. 12 We reasoned that the need for lawyers should be less in a society where people feel a kinship 'Measured as the number of community improvement and philanthropy and voluntarism groups per capita, from Virginia Ann Hodgskinson, Murray S. Weitzman, Christopher M. Toppe, and Stephen M. Naga, eds., Nonprofit Almanac 19921993 (San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass, 1992) .
oter turnout is another potential indicator of civic engagement; however, turnout rates in the states are heavily influenced by many factors that have little or nothing to do with civicness. For instance, the long-term party competition and the perceived closeness of a particular race affect turnout, as do elections laws, which vary significantly between states. It appears that voting is probably a good indicator of civicness at the level of the individual, but when aggregated to the state-level, it is strongly influenced by other, noncivic, factors. It is also worth noting that even at the level of individuals, voting is not always an indication of civicness. Many people vote primarily to promote their narrow self-interests, or because they feel pressured to by family or friends.
"Measured as the percent of public school teachers who are men and the percent of state legislators who are women, from Victoria Van Son, ed., State Fact Finder (Washington D.C.: Congressional Quarterly Inc., 1993) .
'Measured as the number of civil rights groups per capita of nonwhites: civic rights groups from Nonprofit Almanac 1992 -1993 (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1993 ); nonwhite population from U.S. Government Printing Office, Statistical Abstract of the United Stales (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1993), p. 30.
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Income inequality was calculated as follows. One measure was created by calculating the percentage of households in each state with incomes above the poverty level and below $75,000. This gives the percentage of households with "mid-level" incomes. A second measure was created by taking the absolute value of the percent of households below the poverty level from the percent earning above $75,000. This gives the inequality between the ends of the income scale. For the final calculation of the variable, these two measures were transformed into z-scores, summed, and averaged. The income data come from the U.S. Government Printing Office, Digest of Education Statistics (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1993) with one another and trust one another, and where they are tolerant of the differences between individuals. Last, we used the default-rate on Perkins student loans as a gauge of the respect and trust among citizens.
13
Our measure of the social structures of cooperation is a per capita composite index of twenty-six different types of nonprofit organizations.
14 Putnam contends that any association of individuals, whether it is a birdwatching club or a church congregation, can "contribute to the effectiveness and stability of democratic government."
13 Given this, we decided to include a wide variety of organizations in our measure.
These measures of the four components of civic culture are less than ideal. Like Putnam, we are forced by the available data to rely on indicators that are the products of many forces, not just civic culture. For example, newspaper readership may be as much a function of education as it is civic engagement. In order to mitigate the influence of these other factors, we combine our indicators into a single index, thereby maximizing the likelihood of measuring civicness. As added protection, we control for other potential influences, such as education, in the forthcoming regression analyses. Finally, it is important to stress that many of the other influences, like education, may be in part a product of civicness; it is not hard to imagine that a civic society will place more value on education.
To create an inclusive civic culture index for the states from our myriad of indicators, we first transformed the values for all of the indicators into z-scores. Next, we ordered the z-scores for each of the indicators so that the low scores (negative values) signified the less civic states and the high scores (positive values) signified the more civic states. If the civicness of the United States can be measured along a single dimension and if our indicators are reliable proxy measures for civicness, then the indicators should be positively correlated with each other
The data in Table 1 shows that all but one of the correlations are positive (the negative correlation is between female legislators and the crime rate), indicating that we have a trustworthy set of measures. The next step in developing our index consisted of calculating the mean z-scores for each component, using only those indicators intended to measure that component. For example, the mean scores for civic engagement were figured by averaging the z-scores for the three indicators of engagement: newspaper circulation, books per capita in public libraries, and community improvement and philanthropic groups per capita. [1992] [1993] . The categories of groups included are: arts, culture, humanities; education; environment; animal related; general health; mental health; disease, disorder related disease; medical research; legal related crime;job related employment; food, agriculture; housing, shelter; public safety; recreation, sports; youth development; human services; international affairs, foreign affairs; civic rights; community improvement; philanthropy, voluntarism; science; social science; public affairs; religious, related; mutual/membership benefit; unknown, unclassified. The state population figures are from U.S. Government Printing Office, Within each component, we decided to weigh each of the indicators equally because we could see no compelling theoretical or methodological reason for giving some indicators more influence than others. The correlations between the composite z-scores for the four components are quite high, ranging from .60 to .76. For the final step in creating our comprehensive index of the civicness of the states, we simply calculated the mean of the composite z-scores for the four components. The components were weighted equally because they are all, according to Putnam, integral parts of a civic culture. The comprehensive index is presented in column 1 of Table 2 , with the states arranged from most civic to least civic. According to the index, Vermont is the most civic state, followed by Massachusetts. At the other end of the scale, Mississippi and Louisiana are the least civic states.
THE CORRELATES OF CIVIC CULTURE
Even a quick scan of the civic culture index reveals that many of the most civic states are in a northern tier running from New England to the Northwest, and that most of the least civic states are in the South. This pattern raises questions about the degree to which the index is a product of other factors, such as education or wealth. To test for these and other possibilities, we correlated the index with six common demographic variables: education, income, population, age, region, and the urban nature of the states. 16 The results indicate that our civicness index is not closely linked to any of the demographic measures. The relationship with population is the strongest, but even here the correlation is only a modest .33. Moreover, when all of the factors are entered as independent variables in a multiple regression model where the civic index is the dependent variable, the R-square value is only .22, indicating that 78 percent of the variance in the index is left unaccounted for by the six variables. What this suggests is that the civicness of a state, as measured by our index, is not closely associated with the demographics of a state.
How does our index correlate with some political and social indices of the United States? Among the most widely used indicators of the political character of the states is Daniel J. Elazar's trichotomy of subcultures: moralistic, individualistic, and traditionalistic." The moralistic subculture emphasizes good government, which "is measured by the degree to which it promotes the public good and in terms of the honesty, selflessness, and commitment to the public welfare of those who govern." 18 By this description, the moralistic subculture would appear to have much in common with civic culture. In the individualistic subculture, government is concerned not so much with fostering a good society in the moral sense as with promoting and protecting private access to the marketplace. Government action is usually limited in scope and restricted to the economic realm. The traditionalistic subculture "is rooted in an ambivalent attitude toward the marketplace coupled with a paternalistic and elitist conception of the commonwealth."
19 This subculture would appear to be the least civic of the three subcultures.
As a test of the relationship between Elazar's topology and our index of civic culture, we calculated the mean index score for the states in each of Elazar's categories. 20 The mean for the seventeen states that are considered moralistic is .4708, the mean for the fifteen states that are individualistic is .3049, and the mean for the sixteen states that are traditionalistic is -.8033. 21 This rough comparison provides solid evidence that our index of civic culture is linked to Elazar's subcultures. The moralistic and individualistic states are more civic than average, while the traditionalistic states are substantially less civic. It is interesting to note that the individualistic states are almost as civic as the moralistic states, suggesting that an individualist political subculture is compatible with a civic culture.
Another index of the United States states that is commonly used by social scientists is John L. Sullivan's continuum of diversity. 22 This index arrays the states by the diversity of their populations in terms of education, income, occupation, housing, ethnicity, and religion. According to the index, New York is the most diverse state, with a score of .556, and Mississippi is the least diverse, with a score of .230. When the diversity continuum is correlated with our civic culture index, the correlation coefficient is .56. The healthy positive relationship means that the more diverse states tend to be the most civic, thus raising the possibility that diversity and civic culture are causally linked. Perhaps the exposure to the wide range of lifestyles found in some states helps foster civic attitudes. If this is the case, and if civic attitudes promote effective government, then the possibility exists that in some situations, diversity may be an important causal antecedent to government performance. It is also possible, of course, that the most civic states are more diverse because they encourage a multiplicity of attitudes and life-styles. And, the association between the diversity and "Ibid., 232. "Ibid., 235. civicness of the states maybe spurious, the product of a third factor, such as economic development. Still, the correlation deserves further study, especially in light of Putnam's findings that it is civicness that influences economic development, not the reverse.
The third classification of the states that we compared to the civic culture continuum is the 1994 "livability" index, a popular ranking of the quality of life in the states. 23 First developed in 1991, this comprehensive index is calculated annually, using a myriad of factors, ranging from pupil-teacher ratios to highway fatalities involving alcohol. The correlation coefficient between this index and our civic culture continuum is an impressive .73. Apparently, the quality of life in a state is closely tied to its civic culture. It is also noteworthy that a few of the specific indicators used to build the livability index bear resemblance to the measures used by Putnam to construct his index of effective democracy. Although it would be unwarranted to make too much of the similarities between Putnam's measures and the items in the livability index, the occasional parallels raise the possibility that the performance of democratic government in the American states is in part the product of civic culture. We now turn to investigating this potential link more directly.
GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE AND CIVIC CULTURE IN THE AMERICAN STATES
Putnam uses dozens of specific indicators to construct his index of government performance. Almost every one of the indicators can easily be placed into one of the following three categories: policy liberalism, policy innovation, and administrative effectiveness. Policy liberalism refers to the extent to which societies have adopted the types of policies generally associated with modern liberalism, such as extensive welfare systems, progressive tax structures, and consumer protection standards. Putnam inserts a number of liberal measures in his index, including the number of publicly supported day-care centers and family-health clinics in each Italian region. 24 Policy innovation concerns the creative ability of societies to fashion policies to meet pressing needs. Among the innovation indicators used by Putnam is a legislative innovation score based on how quickly the regions adopted twelve different types of creative legislation, ranging from pollutioncontrol statutes to hotel classification standards. Administrative effectiveness 23 Morgan, Morgan, and Quinto, eds. State Rankings 1994. 24 It is not clear to us why civic societies would necessarily enact liberal policies. As we note elsewhere in the article, civic citizens could harbor reservations about government involvement in society, much like "classic" liberals and modern conservatives. These people might express their civicness through personal charity or through involvement in private associations, such as human service organizations and religious groups. Despite this possibility, we decided to stick with Putnam's decision and include policy liberalism as one component of good government. We should mention that our forthcoming analyses do show that policy liberalism is correlated with civicness in the United States. It appears that there is ample reason for scholars to investigate the connection between civicness and modern liberalism in more detail.
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Following Putnam's lead, we constructed a government performance index for the American states based on indicators of policy liberalism, policy innovation, and administrative effectiveness. For policy liberalism, we relied on a ranking of the states that combines eight policy measures "that reflect the usual ideological divisions between liberals and conservatives." 25 Our measure of innovation is from a comprehensive index of state policy creativity based on more than sixty types of policies. 26 The administrative effectiveness scores were figured by averaging two indices, the Barrileaux, Feiock, and Crew index of the quality of state administrations, 27 and the Bowman and Kearney index of the capacity of state government legislatures and governors to make effective and efficient decisions. 28 To produce a comprehensive index of government performance, we first made certain that the three indices-policy liberalism, policy innovation, and administrative effectiveness-were in standardized form; then we simply calculated the mean score for each state across the indices. 29 The results are shown in column 2 of Table 1 , with positive scores associated with states that scored better on the performance index and negative scores with states that scored worse.
The relationship between the civic culture and the government performance indices is displayed in Figure 1 . The states form an obvious upward sloping pattern, meaning that the more civic a state is, the more likely it is to have a liberal, innovative, and effective government. To be sure, there are plenty of exceptions. Some of the states that are highly civic have government performance scores that are well below average, and a few of the states that have only average civic values rank quite high on the performance index. Still, the link between culture and performance is indisputable. In formal statistical terms, the correlation coefficient between culture and performance is .59, and the slope of the best-fitting line is .60, indicating that a one standard-deviation change in the culture index is associated with a six-tenths of a standard-deviation increase in government performance. Although the strength of the relationship between civic culture and government performance in the states is pronounced, it is not as robust as the correlation of .92 that Putnam reports between culture and performance in the Italian regions. 30 One reason why the American relationship is weaker may be that the range of civic cultures in Italy is much greater than in the United States. Although both Italy and the American states have very civic areas, descriptions of southern Italy suggest that even the least civic American states are far more civic than this region. 31 With the variance in the American index more restricted than in the Italian case, it may be difficult to achieve correlations as strong as those reported by Putnam. Along the same lines, it is possible that Putnam's index of government performance also varies more than our measure, raising the likelihood that his correlations would be stronger. at Periodicals Receiving on January 17, 2011 publius.oxfordjournals.org
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As interesting as it is to contrast Putnam's findings with our own, the value of civic culture as a concept for understanding government performance in the American states will come not from comparisons with Italy, but from testing the culture index against other explanations of government performance. To initiate this inquiry, we entered our culture index into a multiple regression equation to account for government performance. We included nine other independent variables: the six demographic variables we examined earlier (education, income, population, age, region, and the urban nature of the states) and Sullivan's diversity index, 32 an indicator of Elazar's traditionalistic political subculture, 33 and a measure of the political ideology of citizenry based on public opinion surveys. 34 The results are presented in model 1 of Table 3 . Our civic culture variable reaches statistical significance, as do the measures for population, ideology, and traditionalism. The effects of omitting the insignificant variables and recalculating the equation are presented in model 2. The substantive differences between the models are minimal; all four variables that are significant in the first model remain significant in the second model, and the R-squares are virtually identical.
Looked at in total, the findings in model 2 imply that the performance of state government is a function of attitudes and the size of the population. The attitudinal variables are civicness, traditionalism, and ideology. Considered individually, it is easy to see why each of these three indicators would be associated with government performance. What is more interesting is that all of the indices reach statistical significance in the same model. This suggests strongly that they are not mirror images of each other. A closer look at these variables provides some insight into how they might differ. Consider, for instance, the civic culture and ideology measures for the states. The natural expectation would be for states with civic populations to be liberal politically, favoring government initiatives to help the needy and ensure certain standards of equality. Upon reflection, however, it seems possible for a civic state to be politically conservative. Like all civic people, individuals in these states would be genuinely concerned with promoting the public good, but they would often resist using government for this purpose. These individuals might prefer to build a better society through personal charity and through the organization of volunteer civic groups. Many fundamentalists, after all, are not particularly tolerant of diverse values and life styles. It is also true, however, that fundamentalists are often very compassionate toward those in need, organizing community-service groups and giving generously of their time and money. Thus, it is possible that some very traditionalistic states might rank relatively high on the civic index. These two examples serve to show why the concepts of civic culture, traditionalism, and ideology are related but not identical.
What is of special interest is the significance of the civic culture index. Even pitted against a variety of theoretically relevant explanatory variables, the index remains a powerful predictor of government performance. The coefficient in Model 2 indicates that even after controlling for population, traditionalism, and ideology, a one standard-deviation change in the civic index corresponds to a three-tenths of a standard-deviation change in the performance index. This is solid evidence that the strong link between civicness and government performance that Putnam found in the Italian regions is present in the American states, too. If there is such a link, it would be valuable to understand more fully how the components of civic culture influence the components of government performance. It is possible, for instance, that civic culture is tightly linked with some dimensions of government performance and not others.
We can make some initial observations in this area with our data. The index of civic culture is correlated with the policy liberalism index at .59, the policy innovation index at .45, and the administrative effectiveness index at .39. All of these relationships are substantial, although the link with policy liberalism is somewhat more powerful. This suggests that civicness may have more to do with encouraging liberal policies than with promoting policy innovation or administrative effectiveness. We can also inspect how the four components of civicness relate to the index of government performance. The results show that the performance index is correlated with the civic engagement index at .59, the political equality index at .57, the solidarity, trust, and tolerance index at .63, and the social structures index at .34. Again, all the relationships are substantial, but the correlation with the social structures index is obviously the weakest. Perhaps social structures of cooperation are less important than the other components of civic culture in influencing government performance.
CONCLUSION
If civic culture and government performance are coupled in such diverse settings as the United States' states and the Italian regions, the chances are good that the link exists in many other local and regional milieus. Some obvious places to check would be the other major federal democracies, such as Australia, Canada, Germany, and Switzerland. In the United States, municipalities offer another locale for study. The variance in the civic cultures and government performance may be greater across cities than states, providing a fruitful laboratory for investigating the connection between culture and performance. John Kincaid 37 and Joel Lieske 38 have already established that there is a link between political culture and the quality of life in United States metropolitan areas, so it seems reasonable that the civic culture of urban areas might influence government performance.
Other tasks also await scholarly attention. There is the vexing problem of trying to untangle the causal relationship between civic culture and government performance. Putnam was blessed with an unusual quasiexperimental situation; Italy's regional governments were empowered in the 1970s and endowed with similar resources by the central government. Thus, he could be relatively certain that the quality of the new governments was in part the product of civicness, not the other way around. Researchers looking at other subnational arenas will not be so fortunate. In the United States, for example, the states came into existence at different times and without much in the way of national government resources. Another causal conundrum is between civicness and economic development. Putnam was able to piece together enough indicators of civicness and development for nineteenth-century Italy to conclude that civicness fostered development and that development had litde impact on government performance after controlling for civicness. With some effort, it should be possible to replicate his analysis in the United States. Certainly there are adequate indicators of economic development in the states that date back to at least the mid-1800s. Government performance will be more difficult to measure, but some indicators already exist, such as Robert Savage's state-by-state assessment of policy innovation in the nineteenth-century.
39
There is more work to be done in exploring the link between civic culture and government performance in the American states. Our research addresses the most obvious first question: Is there a link between civic culture and government performance in the states? Our findings provide evidence that such a link exists; by our assessment, civic states do tend to have better governments in terms of the measures of policy liberalism, policy innovation, and effectiveness used here. 
